Abstract: Schools throughout the country are now encouraged to implement school-wide positive behavior support (PBS) procedures as a way to improve their behavioral climate, safety, and social culture. Research is needed to determine (a) the extent to which schools already use school-wide PBS, (b) if training and technical assistance efforts result in change in the use of school-wide PBS procedures, and (c) if use of these procedures is related to valued change in safety, social culture, and behavior within schools. To address these questions, researchers need a metric for assessing implementation of school-wide PBS practices. The School-Wide Evaluation Tool (SET; Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, & Horner, 2001) was created to provide a rigorous measure of primary prevention practices within school-wide behavior support. In this article, the authors describe the SET and document its psychometric characteristics. The results of their study suggest that the SET is a valid, reliable measure that can be used to assess the impact of school-wide training and technical assistance efforts. The SET should also be useful in formal analyses of the relationship between use of school-wide PBS and changes in social and academic outcomes.
disruptive behaviors (Lane, Gresham, & O'Shaughnessy, 2002; Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Henry, 2001) . As these research efforts move forward, valid and reliable measures of school-wide PBS procedures will be needed. The school as a whole will be the unit of analysis, and key questions will include the following: Do participating schools already use school-wide PBS procedures? Does participation in a training or technical assistance effort result in change in the use of school-wide PBS practices? If school-wide PBS procedures are implemented, does change in the social and academic behavior of students occur? Addressing each of these questions requires use of a valid measure of schoolwide PBS procedures.
This article describes the conceptual basis and psychometric characteristics of a measure for assessing schoolwide PBS-the SET. We first provide the conceptual logic that is the foundation for the structure and intended use of the instrument. The conceptual logic also provides a framework for ongoing evaluation of the validity of the SET for research-related interpretations and uses (as per Messick, 1988) . We then describe the methods used to examine the reliability (internal consistency, test-retest and interobserver agreement) and validity of the SET and our results. For the latter, SET scores were correlated with Effective Behavior Support: Self-Assessment Survey (EBSSAS; Sugai, Horner, & Todd, 2000) scores, and the sensitivity of the SET to behavior support-related changes that occur in schools was documented.
Conceptual Logic for School-Wide Behavior Support
Historically, behavior support in schools has targeted only children who engage in high-frequency or high-intensity problem behaviors. Resources traditionally have been allocated to (a) identify these children, (b) provide assessment and diagnosis of the problems presented, and (c) develop individualized behavior support efforts to contain or remediate behavioral challenges. Among the more important changes that have occurred over the past 15 years are shifts in emphasis toward (a) prevention as well as remediation of problem behaviors and (b) investment in school-wide practices as well as individualized interventions. The conceptual logic for these changes was presented by Walker and his colleagues (1996) in a three-tiered model of prevention adapted from public health efforts (Larson, 1994; National Research Council & Institute of Medicine, 1999 . The key messages from this model are that (a) schools need multiple behavior support systems to create safe and encouraging environments and (b) the most efficient approach to decreasing problem behaviors in schools is through investment in prevention. The need for high-intensity, individualized interventions will remain, but schools also need two additional sets of procedures. More efficient approaches are required for responding to the needs of students who are at risk for developing chronic patterns of problem behavior (Hawken & Horner, in press; March & Horner, 2002) . In addition, the three-tiered model calls for a third set of practices targeting school-wide behavior support for all students. Proactive, school-wide behavior support for all students has been touted as the single most efficient strategy for improving the behavioral culture within a school.
It is this emphasis on establishing a preventive, schoolwide system of behavior support that prompted the development of the SET. The technology of preventive, school-wide behavior support emerged from early work by Roy Mayer and his colleagues (Mayer, 1995; Mayer, Butterworth, Nafpaktitis, & Sulzar-Azaroff, 1983 ) and has emphasized the teaching of prosocial behaviors to all children entering elementary and middle (junior high) schools Luiselli et al., 2002; Nelson, 1996; Nelson et al., 1996; Sprick, Sprick, & Garrison, 1992) . Sugai and his colleagues developed a synthesis of the research on school-wide behavior support efforts and identified seven key practices that distinguish schools that are successful at implementing school-wide PBS (cf. Table 1 ; Hagan-Burke et al., 2002; .
The logic behind investing in school-wide PBS rests on two key assumptions. The first assumption is that a 1. Define 3 to 5 school-wide expectations for appropriate behavior. 2. Actively teach the school-wide behavioral expectations to all students. 3. Monitor and acknowledge students for engaging in behavioral expectations. 4. Correct problem behaviors using a consistently administered continuum of behavioral consequences. 5. Gather and use information about student behavior to evaluate and guide decision-making. 6. Obtain leadership of school-wide practices from an administrator who a. establishes a team to develop, implement, and manage the school-wide behavior support effort in a school; b. serves as a member of the team; c. allocates sufficient time to implement behavior support procedures; and d. allocates school-wide behavior as one of the top three improvement goals for the school. 7. Obtain district-level support in the form of a. training in school-wide behavior support practices, b. policies emphasizing the expectations that schools are safe and organized for effective learning, and c. expectation that information on problem behavior patterns be gathered and reported.
central feature for promoting appropriate student behavior is a set of clearly stated expectations for that behavior. Many students are more likely to behave appropriately when the school personnel clearly define, actively teach, and consistently acknowledge and reward appropriate behavior. There is no expectation that these efforts will affect the smaller number of students with more intense patterns of problem behavior, but there is an expectation that a reduction in the overall rate of problem events will allow school personnel to focus resources on those students who need the most intense support Nelson, 1996; Sprague, Sugai, & Walker, 1998; . A second assumption is that the behavioral climate of a school is influenced by peer interactions as much as, or more than, by adult-student interactions. If all students know the school's behavioral expectations and that all other children have been presented with the same expectations, they are more likely to prompt and support appropriate behavior in their peers. Establishing a positive student social culture involves providing students with (a) a common set of expectations, (b) a common language, and (c) a common set of experiences associated with the defined behavioral expectations (Cushing, 2000; .
Method and Results

INSTRUMENTATION
We developed the content, item format, and scoring for the SET over a 3-year period in collaboration with elementary and middle school teachers and administrators of 150 elementary and middle schools. Our intent was that the SET would serve as an instrument for use in research on implementation and effects of school-wide PBS programs. The SET consists of 28 items organized into seven subscales that represent the seven key features of school-wide PBS:
1. school-wide behavioral expectations are defined; 2. these expectations are taught to all children in the school; 3. rewards are provided for following the expectations; 4. a consistently implemented continuum of consequences for problem behavior is put in place; 5. problem behavior patterns are monitored and the information is used for ongoing decisionmaking; 6. an administrator actively supports and is involved in the effort; and 7. the school district provides support to the school in the form of functional policies, staff training opportunities, and data collection options.
Scoring for the SET involves assigning a value of 0, 1, or 2 (0 = not implemented, 1 = partially implemented, 2 = fully implemented) for each of the 28 items. Subscale summary scores (percentage of possible points for each of the seven key features) are produced, and a total summary score as the mean of the seven subscale scores is computed.
DATA COLLECTION
Trained observers/data collectors gathered SET data from 45 schools. The observers spent 1 to 2 hours in each school conducting interviews with administrators, teachers, staff members, and students; reviewing permanent products such as school policies, training curricula, and meeting minutes; and examining data systems currently in use. For example, to determine if behavioral expectations had been defined, observers examined written behavioral policies and observed the extent to which defined behavioral expectations were displayed in public locations in the school. To determine how well behavioral expectations had been taught, the observers asked at least 15 students and 10 staff members to state the behavioral expectations in their school. To determine the extent to which problem behavior patterns were monitored, the observers examined (a) currently used behavior-related data reports, (b) the process by which these data had been collected and communicated to school teams, and (c) meeting minutes documenting any previous use of the data for active decision-making.
PSYCHOMETRIC ANALYSES
To evaluate the psychometric adequacy of the SET as a research tool, we conducted the following standard statistical psychometric data analyses: (a) calculations of means, variances, and discriminability indices of items and subscales, as well as of total SET scores; (b) observer agreement and correlational analyses for examining reliability of SET scores; and (c) correlational and sensitivity-tochange analyses examining validity of SET scores for specific interpretations and uses. Methodological details and results of the psychometric analyses are presented below. Table 2 presents basic descriptive statistics for all SET items and subscales, as well as for SET total scores for the 45 schools. As Table 2 shows, and as is detailed more in the Discussion section, SET scores demonstrated adequacy of central tendencies and variability for sensitivity at all three levels: item, subscale, and total.
SET MEANS, RANGES, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
RELIABILITY
The reliability of the SET was assessed through (a) a variety of correlational analyses involving test-retest and internal consistency of items, subscales, and the total SET score and (b) calculations of interobserver agreement percentages.
Internal Consistency Reliability
To determine the extent to which all SET items are derived from a common content domain-thus determining content cohesiveness and discriminability of items, subscales, and the total score-we conducted a series of correlational analyses. We used Pearson product-moment correlations to analyze all item/subscale score correlations, all item/SET total score correlations, and all subscale/SET total score correlations. We also calculated Cronbach's coefficient alpha internal consistency index for all SET subscales and the SET total score. The results are presented in Table 3 .
These results documented an overall alpha of .96 and demonstrated that the correlational structure of the SET meets and exceeds standard psychometric criteria for discriminability, internal consistency, and test-retest reliability in instrumentation used primarily for research purposes. (Nunnally [1975] and others have suggested that for research purposes, item/scale correlations should exceed r = .30, and internal consistency indices should exceed r = .60.) The one item with questionable internal consistency (Item 13) addresses the extent to which a school has a crisis management plan in place (a legal requirement that displayed little variability across schools).
Test-Retest Reliability
Eight elementary schools in the Pacific Northwest participated in a test-retest reliability analysis of SET scores. The SET was administered twice for each school, with 14 to 20 days between test-retest assessments. In three schools, two different observers conducted the test and retest administrations of the SET; in five schools, a single observer conducted both administrations. The SET requires interviews with students and faculty members to determine if schoolwide behavioral expectations have been learned. For the retest administration, different students and faculty members were interviewed. These two features of our test-retest methodology differ from standard psychometric practices, which require keeping all controllable systematic sources of variance consistent from Time 1 to Time 2 (e.g., observers, interviewees in schools) so that extent of random measurement error can be estimated. However, because the school is the unit of measurement in the SET, and because multiple observers and informants can be the data sources for any single SET administration, we wanted our test-retest analysis to account for these factors. We were willing to risk a confound of random variance with variance due to observers and/or variance due to informants. Total SET scores across the eight schools ranged from a low of 55.9% implementation to 96.6% implementation, ensuring sufficient variability for examining test-retest reliability. Test-retest reliability results were obtained by calculating the percentage agreement on an item-by-item basis for scores at Time 1 and Time 2 within each of the seven SET subscales. Test-retest reliability of the SET total score averaged 97.3% and was calculated by dividing the lesser by the larger of the Time 1 and Time 2 scores and multiplying by 100%. The mean test-retest percentage agreements for the seven subscales and the SET total score are presented in Table 4 .
Interobserver Agreement
The extent to which two independent observers recorded the same information about a school in a SET evaluation was assessed in 17 elementary schools. In each assessment, one data collector took the primary role for conducting and scoring the SET interviews, while a second data collec-
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Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions tor observed the process and scored the SET on a second copy of the instrument. Observers were graduate students in education at a research university in the Northwest and had received training on SET evaluations following the protocol described in the Guide to Understanding and Using the SET (Todd, Lewis-Palmer, Horner, Sugai, & Phillips, 2002) . Interobserver agreement was based on an item-by-item comparison and calculated by dividing the number of items with perfect agreement by the total number of SET items (28) and multiplying by 100%. The average interobserver agreement on SET items across the 17 schools was 99% (range = 98.4%-100%).
VALIDITY
The validity of the SET was evaluated within Messick's (1988) unified construct validity framework. We conducted validity analyses aimed at increasing our understanding of the extent of empirical justification (if any) for specific interpretations and uses of SET scores, for example, as measures of level of implementation of school-wide PBS programs in schools and/or as documentation of change in such implementation levels.
Construct Validity
To assess the extent to which SET scores can be interpreted as indices of implementation of school-wide PBS, we correlated SET total scores with scores from the EBSSAS, which also measures implementation of school-wide behavior support systems. We used SET and EBSSAS scores from 31 schools (5 middle schools, 26 elementary schools) in Oregon and Hawaii in the analysis. Each school completed a SET evaluation as part of building a school-wide PBS action plan and the EBSSAS within the same 6-week period. On the EBSSAS, faculty and staff members are asked to rate the extent to which school-wide PBS practices, such as defining, teaching, and rewarding schoolwide behavioral expectations, are perceived as "in place" in their school. In the present analysis, the EBSSAS was completed by at least 10 faculty or staff members (one of whom was an administrator) within each school. Each person indicated whether behavior support elements were (a) in place, (b) partially in place, or (c) not in place. The EBSSAS contains 15 items that assess school-wide PBS and additional items assessing behavior support in the classroom and nonstructured setting (hallways, cafeterias, playgrounds) levels as well as the student level. Only the 15 items assessing school-wide PBS were included in the present analysis. The 15 EBSSAS items generated a "percentage of elements implemented" score. If all faculty or staff members rated all elements as in place, a score of 100 was generated. If all faculty or staff members rated all elements as partially in place or not in place, a score of 0 was generated. The SET and EBSSAS both focus on school-wide PBS practices and systems. Both instruments examine the extent to which school-wide behavioral expectations are defined, taught, and rewarded. Both instruments focus on the existence of a school-based team that guides decisionmaking concerning school-wide PBS. The 28 items of the SET, however, are completed by an external observer, and they do not address all the elements of the EBSSAS. The EBSSAS includes items such as family participation and "booster training" in school-wide behavioral expectations. These emphases are not part of the SET. The point here is Note. SET = School-Wide Evaluation Tool . r ss = item/subscale correlations; r tot = item/total score and subscale/total score correlations; r α = subscale and total score internal consistency reliabilities. a Low r α 's due largely to small number of items in Subscales A and G (k = 2). Applying the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula demonstrates that adding even 2 more items of similar quality to each subscale (items maintaining the current mean interitem r's = .47 and .39, respectively, for Subscales A and G) would produce r α 's = .78 and .71.
that although both instruments focus on school-wide PBS, they do not examine exactly the same features, and they draw from different data sources (local team impressions versus observer discriminations). Our hypothesis for this validity study was that scores on the two instruments from the 31 schools should correlate positively and significantly. SET total scores were correlated with EBSSAS total scores across the 31 schools using a Pearson r = .75 (p ≤ .01).
We also examined the intercorrelations across SET subscales in order to obtain indices of cohesiveness of internal structure of the content domain sampled by the SET. This is an initial internal validity analysis that can be followed eventually by factor analysis and/or multitrait, multimethod construct validity analysis to understand the content structure of the SET more clearly. Because the subscales were designed to be used as components of the SET total score, the subscales should correlate with each other at least at the level of r = .40 to .50. In addition, ideally, they should not correlate with each other so much (i.e., r > .80) that they in essence are redundant. Table 5 presents the SET subscale intercorrelations. As Table 5 shows, the SET subscale intercorrelations are moderate to moderately high, ranging from r = .44 to r = .81, with the median r = .65. We interpret these data as demonstrating that the SET subscales demonstrate sufficient empirical association to be interpreted as components of the SET total score.
Sensitivity
To assess the extent to which the SET is sensitive to change in the behavioral procedures used in schools, we conducted an analysis to determine if SET scores changed over time in schools implementing school-wide PBS practices. Between May 1996 and June 2001, 25 schools (4 middle schools and 21 elementary schools) participated in implementation of school-wide PBS procedures following the model and protocol described by and Todd, Horner, Sugai, and Sprague (1999) . As part of the process, 13 of the 25 schools participated in an SET evaluation prior to implementing school-wide PBS procedures and again 6 to 24 months following completion of the training curriculum for school-wide PBS. A summary of descriptive demographic data for the 13 participating schools-grade levels, enrollment levels, percentage of students with IEPs, and percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced-cost lunch-is presented in Table 6 . A summary of the training curriculum provided to school teams as they implemented school-wide PBS is presented in Table 7 . Figure 1 shows the mean pre-PBS implementation and post-PBS implementation SET total scores for 13 schools (11 elementary and 2 middle). The pre-PBS implementation SET total scores ranged from 30% to 70% for schoolwide PBS implementation level, with an average of 47.9%. Post-SET total scores for the 13 schools ranged from 43% to 99% implementation, with an average of 83.6%. Twelve of the 13 schools (92%) showed an increasing trend from pre-SET to post-SET. One school (School 13) did not im- prove and actually decreased by 1 percentage point. A paired t test comparing pre-SET and post-SET means generated at t = 7.63 (df = 12), p ≤ .001, which documents that the SET is sensitive to implementation changes beyond those attributable to chance.
implementing school-wide PBS practices are encouraging. However, the mechanisms related to observed changes in school environments, the efficiencies that can be realized in development and implementation of school-wide PBS programs, and the effects on student academic and behavioral outcomes remain to be seen. School-based information is needed to guide efforts in understanding the answers to these questions. Of special value will be information on the nature and impact of school-wide PBS procedures. The SET is one measure that may facilitate effective research efforts on school-wide PBS. The data reported here demonstrate that the SET meets and exceeds basic psychometric criteria for measurement tools used in research. It can be administered with high interobserver agreement, demonstrates excellent test-retest reliability (even when both observers/data sources vary across Times 1 and 2), produces a valid index of school-wide PBS as defined by , and is sensitive enough to be useful in documenting change in levels of implementation of school-wide PBS programs.
The SET also offers promise for local decision-makers involved in training and dissemination of school-wide PBS practices. Systematic evaluation of training and development efforts may be one of the best ways of establishing consistency and promoting the emergence of local capacity. School board and school district personnel may find the SET a useful instrument for (a) assessing the need for training, (b) assessing the impact of personnel development efforts in the area of school-wide PBS, (c) assessing the sustained use of school-wide PBS procedures, and (d) developing locally effective strategies for building school-wide PBS outcomes.
A limitation of the SET is that it is intended only for assessing the primary prevention features of school-wide PBS. The three-tiered model of school-wide PBS proposed by Walker et al. (1996) advocates the defining, teaching, and rewarding of school-wide behavioral expectations as a primary prevention (first tier) approach. The focus of the effort is on changes in the physical setting (displays of behavioral expectations), active instruction (teaching the behavioral expectations), positive reinforcement (reward of appropriate behavior), extinction/punishment (continuum of consequences for behavioral errors), and ongoing use of data for decision-making. These are familiar themes in the field of behavior support. Walker et al., however, em-
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phasized that primary prevention is only the first tier in a comprehensive program of behavior support in schools. Secondary and tertiary prevention efforts incorporate the individualized functional assessment, person-centered planning, and comprehensive integration of support practices that have been the hallmark of individual PBS planning. The SET does not offer information about secondary and tertiary prevention efforts in schools.
Documenting the relationships between SET scores and valued outcomes such as reduction in office discipline referrals, attendance, referrals to special education, and improvement in academic performance still needs to be done. We suggest that a school is implementing the primary prevention practices of school-wide PBS when both SET total and Expectations Taught subscale scores are at least 80%. We offer this criterion based on preliminary observations across an initial group of 44 schools in Oregon, Illinois, and Hawaii indicating that change in student behavior is unlikely before a school teaches the school-wide expectations and that stability of the effect is unlikely without the constellation of practices in the remainder of the SET. Empirical validation of these criteria is needed. Horner, Educational and Community Supports, 1235 University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403-1235. 
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